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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(3,404,474) in view of May et al. (6,188,175), Weiss et al. (6,367,180) and Zovko (5,646,481). 

Johnson discloses a house number identification panel having a plurality of number 
indicia in selected arrangement positioned externally upon a viewing screen (see Fig. 5); a single 
phosphorescent screen 34 located behind the indicia, and electrical supply means. However, 
Johnson does not disclose operating the screen at a voltage that is less than the rated voltage of 
the screen. May teaches that it was known in the art to provide an electroluminescent device that 
can operate at less than its rated voltage without a reduction in light output (column 2, lines 4-9). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to replace the screen disclosed by Johnson with a screen of the type taught by May, in 
order to consume less electricity. Further, Johnson does not disclose a light sensor that 
disconnects the energizing means when the ambient light exceeds a predetermined threshold 
level. Weiss teaches that it was known in the art to use a light sensor to deactivate an illuminated 
display at dawn (col. 4, lines 23-26). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to provide that device disclosed by Johnson with a 
light sensor that turns the device off when the ambient light exceeds a predetermined threshold 
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level, as taught by Weiss, in order to extend the life of the screen by not using it during daylight 
hours. Further, Johnson discloses indicia that contrasts with the non-illuminated screen. Zovko 
teaches that it is sometimes desirable to make indicia the same color as a non-illuminated screen, 
so that the indicia will only be visible when the screen is illuminated. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the indicia 
disclosed by Johnson the same color as the non-illuminated screen ,as taught by Zovko, in order 
to make the indicia readable only when the screen is illuminated. 

Regarding claim 8, it is not known how tall the indicia disclosed by Johnson are. 
However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to make them up to about four inches tall, because it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. 
In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

3. Claims 11, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Finnerty (3,680,237) in view of Johnson (3,404,474) and May et al. (6,188,175). 

Finnerty discloses a luminescent display for use in illuminating identification indicia, 
including a vapour-proof housing (col. 1, lines 17-23) for attachment to a support surface; and a 
single phosphorescent screen 25. However, Finnerty discloses intemally-mounted, stencil type 
indicia, rather than externally-mounted silhouette type indicia. Johnson teaches that it is a known 
equivalent arrangement to use externally-mounted silhouette type indicia. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
externally-mounted silhouette type indicia in the device disclosed by Finnerty, as taught by 
Johnson, as an obvious matter of choice in design. Further, Finnerty does not disclose operating 
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the screen at a voltage that is less than the rated voltage of the screen. May teaches that it was 
known in the art to provide an electroluminescent device that can operate at less than its rated 
voltage without a reduction in light output (column 2, lines 4-9). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to replace the screen 
disclosed by Finnerty with a screen of the type taught by May, in order to consume less 
electricity. 

Regarding claim 14, It is not known how large the screen is. However, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make 
the screen in excess of twenty square inches because such a modification would have involved a 
mere change in the size of a component. A change in size is generally recognized as being within 
the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955). Further, it is not 
known how tall the indicia disclosed by Finnerty are. However, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make them up to about 
four inches tall, because it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980). 

4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finnerty 
(3,680,237) in view of Johnson (3,404,474) and May et al. (6,188,175), as applied to claim 11, 
above, and further in view of Weiss et al. (6,367,180). 

Finnerty discloses the invention substantially as claimed, as set forth above. However, 
Finnerty does not disclose a light sensor that disconnects the energizing means when the ambient 
light exceeds a predetermined threshold level. Weiss teaches that it was known in the art to use a 
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light sensor to deactivate an illuminated display at dawn (col. 4, lines 23-26). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide that 
device disclosed by Finnerty with a light sensor that turns the device off when the ambient light 
exceeds a predetermined threshold level, as taught by Weiss, in order to extend the life of the 
screen by not using it during daylight hours. 

5. Claims 15, 5, 6, 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Finnerty (3,680,237) in view of Arnold (3,680,238) and Weiss et al. (6,367,180). 

Finnerty discloses a luminescent display for use in illuminating identification indicia, 
including a housing having a display opening; and a single phosphorescent screen 25 disposed 
within the housing; and indicia associated with the screen; and electrical power means 34, 39 
energizing the phosphorescent panel. Every electrical power level is "reduced" compared to 
some other level. Therefore, any electrical power level can be called "reduced." However, 
Finnerty does not disclose a UV protective layer over the screen. Arnold teaches that it was 
known in the art to provide a display of the type disclosed by Finnerty with a front layer that 
absorbs UV light. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide the display disclosed by Finnerty with a layer in front of the 
screen that absorbs UV light, as taught by Arnold, in order to protect the interior of the display 
from the damaging effects of exposure to UV light. Further, Finnerty does not disclose a light 
sensor that disconnects the energizing means when the ambient light exceeds a predetermined 
threshold level. Weiss teaches that it was known in the art to use a light sensor to deactivate an 
illuminated display at dawn (col. 4, lines 23-26). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide that device disclosed by 
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Finnerty with a light sensor that turns the device off when the ambient light exceeds a 
predetermined threshold level, as taught by Weiss, in order to extend the life of the screen by not 
using it during daylight hours. 

Regarding claims 16 and 17, every part of the frame disclosed by Finnerty is raised and 
projects exteriorly beyond the screen. Therefore, any part of it can be called a "raised bridge 
portion," and wherever the sensor is mounted, it will be mounted on the raised bridge portion. 

6. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finnerty 
(3,680,237) in view of Arnold (3,680,238) and Weiss et al. (6,367,180), as applied to claim 17, 
above, and further in view of Zovko (5,646,481). 

Finnerty discloses the invention substantially as claimed, as set forth above. However, 
Firmerty discloses indicia that contrasts with the non-illuminated screen. Zovko teaches that it is 
sometimes desirable to make indicia the same color as a non-illuminated screen, so that the 
indicia will only be visible when the screen is illuminated. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the indicia disclosed 
by Finnerty the same color as the non-illuminated screen ,as taught by Zovko, in order to make 
the indicia readable only when the screen is illuminated. 

7. Claims 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Finnerty (3,680,237) in view of May et al. (6,188,175), Amold (3,680,238) and Weiss et al. 
(6,367,180). 

Finnerty discloses a method comprising powering a single phosphorescent panel. 
However, Finnerty does not disclose operating the screen at a voltage that is less than the rated 
voltage of the screen. May teaches that it was known in the art to provide an electroluminescent 
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device that can operate at less than its rated voltage without a reduction in light output (column 
2, lines 4-9). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to replace the screen disclosed by Finnerty with a screen of the type taught 
by May, in order to consume less electricity. Further, Finnerty does not disclose placing a UV 
protective layer over the screen. Amold teaches that it was known in the art to provide a display 
of the type disclosed by Finnerty with a front layer that absorbs UV light. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the 
display disclosed by Finnerty with a layer in front of the screen that absorbs UV light, as taught 
by Amold, in order to protect the interior of the display from the damaging effects of exposure to 
UV light. Also, Finnerty does not disclose activating the power means below a selected level of 
light condition. Weiss teaches that it was known in the art to use a light sensor to activate an 
illuminated display at dusk (col. 4, lines 23-26). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to activate the device disclosed by 
Finnerty when the ambient light drops below a selected level, as taught by Weiss, in order to 
extend the life of the screen by not using it during daylight hours. 

Regarding claim 21, every part of the frame disclosed by Finnerty is raised and projects 
exteriorly beyond the screen. Therefore, any part of it can be called a "raised bridge portion," 
8. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finnerty 
(3,680,237) in view of May et al. (6,188,175), Amold (3,680,238) and Weiss et al. (6,367,180), 
as applied to claim 19, above, and further in view of Zovko (5,646,481). 

Finnerty discloses the invention substantially as claimed, as set forth above. However, 
Finnerty discloses indicia that contrasts with the non-illuminated screen. Zovko teaches that it is 
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sometimes desirable to make indicia the same color as a non-illuminated screen, so that the 
indicia will only be visible when the screen is illuminated. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the indicia disclosed 
by Finnerty the same color as the non-illuminated screen ,as taught by Zovko, in order to make 
the indicia readable only when the screen is illuminated. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gary C. Hoge whose telephone number is (571) 272-6645. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 5-4-9. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lesley Morris can be reached on (571) 272-6651 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
Hke assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA^ or 5J1 -272-1000. 
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